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bstract: This paper examines American strategic culture within

the context of realism, with particular emphasis on the influence
of historical and cultural factors in shaping the foreign policy behavior
of the United States. The starting assumption is that, although states
operate within the same international environment, they do not respond
in identical ways; rather, their decisions and strategic orientation depend
to a significant extent on specific social and cultural patterns. In this con-
text, the concept of strategic culture provides an analytical framework
for understanding the American approach to global politics.

Particular attention is devoted to the phenomenon of American “ex-
ceptionalism,” which is often presented through liberal-democratic val-
ues, the promotion of human rights, and support for a rule-based in-
ternational order. However, the analysis demonstrates that behind this
narrative lies a consistent logic of realpolitik, manifested in the effort
to preserve an American-led global order. The paper argues that U.S.
foreign policy is grounded neither exclusively in idealism nor in realism,
but rather represents a dynamic synthesis of both approaches, while
liberal ideals often function as a means of legitimizing power politics. In
this way, American strategic culture illustrates how historical experience
and cultural specificities intersect with the structural constraints of the
international system in shaping the behavior of a great power.

Keywords: international relations, United States, strategy, strategic
culture

Introduction

he study of great-power politics through the theoretical lens of realism and
neorealism has become a sine qua non of international politics. The realist
school represents one of the foundations of international relations as a discipline, given
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that it has succeeded in classifying and systematizing the behavior of great powers
within methodological frameworks that transcend time, geography, and even cultural
differences. Nevertheless, major actors in international politics habitually portray to
portray their adversaries within the framework of “Machiavellian” realpolitik, while
justifying their own political decisions as consequences of historical circumstances,
international injustice, or the cultural patterns that shape the way those states
operate. Thus, for example, Russia most often finds justification for its foreign policy
in the historical injustice allegedly inflicted upon it in Eastern Europe after the Cold
War, with Moscow’s central narrative resting on the claim that its political conduct is
defensive and conditioned by the aggressive behavior of Western powers. China, as
a communist state, also displays strong resistance to the label of realpolitik, instead
emphasizing the peaceful nature of its rise, which it presents as distinct from the
historical development of Western powers. Finally, the United States defines its foreign
policy within the framework of liberal values, while national interests are presented as
a struggle for human rights and the spread of democracy.

The idea that states do not “reason” in the same way, even though they operate
within the same political environment, is not new in international relations theory. In
the late 1970s, when Jack Snyder published his monograph on the consequences of
Soviet strategic culture for the use of nuclear weapons, the concept of strategic cul-
ture came to occupy an important place in analyses of international politics (Snyder,
1977). In brief, strategic culture explains why states do not behave in identical ways
even when confronted with the same problems. In other words, the historical and cul-
tural experience of a nation exerts a strong influence on the way its policy is formed
and on the reasons why its political elite makes certain decisions.

Relying primarily on historical analysis, this paper seeks to present the develop-
ment of American strategic culture which, despite its “exceptionalism,” cannot escape
the principles of realpolitik. In this sense, strategic culture serves as an instrument
for studying the distinctive political characteristics of a nation, while at the same time
offering insight into why the policies of great powers do not depart from realism. The
analysis of American strategic culture presented here continues the author’s broader
examination of the strategic cultures of great powers undertaken in previous works
(Pejic & Subotic, 2024; Peji¢, 2024, pp. 75-82).

Theoretical Framework of Strategic Culture

Strategic culture encompasses a broad and contested field that remains subject
to reassessment and debate, particularly in methodological terms. This is evidenced
by the existence of three generations of strategic-culture scholarship, each represent-
ing a distinct interpretation of the methodological approach to the study of this social
phenomenon.

When examining the first generation of scholars, it becomes clear why the subject
matter of strategic-culture research must be defined more precisely. Carnes Lord,
one of the authors associated with the first generation, defines strategic culture as a
phenomenon composed of traditional practices and patterns of thought that guide the
way armed force is used in pursuit of political interests. Lord’s definition of strategic
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culture, which locates its essence in non-material factors, is not incorrect. Indeed, it
aligns with the constructivist approach to the study of international relations, which is
generally characteristic of scholarship on strategic culture. The difficulty, however, lies
in the sheer number of factors said to shape strategic culture, including geography,
political culture, international relations (that is, the balance of power), military history,
civil-military relations, and even military technology (Bloomfield, 2012, p. 439). In this
sense, strategic culture comes to encompass virtually everything related to the broad-
er concepts of strategy, the state, and politics. As Allan Bloomfield observes, Lord’s
approach is “monolithic’ and all-encompassing, lacking more precise explanations
of how particular factors shape the development of strategic culture. This approach
becomes even more problematic when Lord presents American strategic culture as
“primarily defensive,” focusing on selected historical periods while overlooking a sub-
stantial body of contrary evidence (Bloomfield, 2012, pp. 440-441).

By contrast, Colin Gray argues that a holistic approach to the study of strategic
culture is justified, insofar as it provides the broader context within which strategy, the
state, and the social community develop. He emphasizes that strategy and strategic
culture possess different dimensions through which they may be examined, but that
measuring these variables in isolation does not yield accurate results if the wider con-
text is ignored. To study strategic culture strictly within the framework of a “falsifiable
theory,” as some authors insist, is, in Gray’s view, akin to a physician observing the hu-
man being as if mind and body were entirely separate. As Gray notes, strategic culture
does not exist outside society; rather, institutions and human agency provide the con-
text for the culture under analysis (Gray, 1999, p. 53). Ultimately, he concludes that the
most fruitful academic solution is one that allows strategic culture to be understood as
a domain of ideas and attitudes, thereby leaving the sphere of strategic behavior open
to an examination of the influence that strategic culture may exert (Gray, 1999, p. 69).

Ken Booth likewise emphasizes the importance of context in the study of strate-
gic culture. “Whether God created the world in His own image is open to debate, but
human beings have certainly created the social environment in a manner that suits
them.” With this sentence, Booth opens Strategy and Ethnocentrism, one of the ear-
liest monographs to address the development of strategic thought and the cultural
dimensions of society (Booth, 1979, p. 13). Booth argues that those responsible for
the security of the state and its national interests often see no alternative but to con-
tinue operating within the established frameworks of tradition and history upon which
a society’s political values rest (Booth, 1979, p. 22).

The second generation of strategic-culture scholars moved considerably closer
to the constructivist school of international relations. Bradley Klein appears to have
drawn intellectual inspiration from the works of Michel Foucault and Antonio Gramsci.
For Klein, a structuralist approach to strategic studies does not yield the most satisfac-
tory results. In other words, the system of states that forms the basis of the structure
of the international system cannot be examined independently of the reality in which it
is embedded, a reality that is fundamentally a social construct. In this sense, the sec-
ond generation remained close to the first: the idea of context within which strategic
culture unfolds cannot be separated from the social reality in which it exists. Strategic
culture shapes the behavior of a collective through shared symbols—that is, through
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context—on the basis of which policy and strategy are constructed (Lock, 2010, pp.
696-697).

Guided by constructivism, second-generation authors place particular emphasis
on analyzing the identity of the strategic community, that is, on the way social struc-
ture influences the formation of individual identities within a collective. The various
symbols—ideas, experiences, and interpersonal relations—that shape identity consti-
tute one of the foundations of strategic culture, insofar as they reveal a community’s
relationship toward others and its possible modes of action in relation to them, which
is especially important when the use of armed force against a potential adversary is
concerned. For this reason, as Edward Lock observes, the analysis of strategic cul-
ture necessarily entails an analysis of both the behavior of a collective and its identity
(Lock, 2010, p. 698).

Third-generation authors seek to avoid treating actors’ behavior itself as a variable
in research; Alastair Johnston regards this as an important advance, insofar as it helps
to avoid the tautological problem present in earlier generations. Unlike first-generation
authors, these scholars also emphasize the significance of political and organizational
culture, indicating that the third generation relies less heavily on historical context.
One of the major contributions of third-generation scholarship is the comparative ap-
proach employed in its research. Thus, for example, Jeffry Legro and Kier Lieber point
in their analyses to the limitations of the structuralist approach, since it is unable to ex-
plain why certain armies adopted specific doctrines and tactics that, in a given context,
were regarded as more or less risky, and even legal to varying degrees, while others
rejected them. The authors conclude that it was, in fact, the organizational culture of
these collectives that constituted the key factor shaping the modus operandi of the
armed forces (Johnston, 1995, pp. 18-22).

The principal weakness of the third generation lies in its neglect of the contextual
dimension as a determinant of the cultural development of society and, by extension,
of strategic culture itself. Allan Bloomfield makes a similar observation when he argues
that ideas and values shape the interpretation of the material variables upon which
strategic decision-making is based. In other words, the ideas and values of a given
society may precede the process of rational decision-making, insofar as they provide
meaning to the material reality within which decisions are made (Bloomfield, 2012, p.
445). We argue that strategic culture is not a monolithic construct and that it changes
over time, with a society’s political culture or a collective’s organizational culture capa-
ble of exerting influence upon it. Nevertheless, as Veljko Blagojevi¢ has pointed out,
radical changes in strategic culture are possible, but most often as a consequence
of severe historical events—traumas that affect society as a whole. Germany and its
historical experience during the two world wars provide an obvious example. By con-
trast, if one examines powers such as China or Russia, it becomes apparent that their
strategic cultures developed continuously over centuries, with changes representing
more of an evolutionary continuation of established practice than a departure from
it (Johnston, 1995; Pejic & Subotic, 2024). A similar pattern may also be observed
in American strategic culture, where a strong element of realpolitik remains visible
despite the liberal-democratic character of American society and its political culture.
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The approach to the study of American strategic culture adopted in this paper
combines different aspects of the three generations discussed above. Specifically,
strategic culture may be understood as a phenomenon that frames a society’s stra-
tegic discourse and is grounded in the historical experiences of that same collective.
In other words, although strategic culture does not reject rationality in political deci-
sion-making, it emphasizes that the specific experiences of states and peoples shape
the form that such policy ultimately takes (Pejic & Subotic, 2024, p. 319). While this
analytical framework will help illuminate the particular features of American strategic
culture, its principal value lies in enabling us to discern the “realist’ character that it
shares with other great powers.

Strategic Culture and
the American Historical Experience

During the twentieth century, the United States succeeded in formulating a dis-
course about itself as a power that does not go to war on the “primitive” principles
of realpolitik, but rather in pursuit of higher aims such as human rights and freedom.
The First and Second World Wars, the Cold War, and even the 1990 Gulf War served
as examples upon which this discourse was built. The idea that Washington uses its
armed forces for the expansion of power or the pursuit of geopolitical interests was
pushed into the background by notions of “just” war (Bacevich, 2003, p. 9). Some
authors point out that, although this discourse came to prominence in international
politics during the twentieth century, similar ideas had long been present in the United
States. Henry Brands, for instance, argues that throughout the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries many Americans sincerely believed that the expansion of the state
was inherently beneficial to human civilization because it enabled the spread of the
values upon which American society rested (Brands, 1998, p. 11). The values to which
Brands refers include inalienable human rights and freedoms, though understood in a
distinctly American way, as Tocqueville had already observed in the early nineteenth
century. Specifically, values that appear universal among Americans possess a par-
ticular “Puritan” dimension. As Tocqueville suggests, liberty for Americans does not
mean that one may do whatever one wishes, but rather that one must do what is good
and right. Puritanism fosters moral zeal among its adherents, which in turn leaves lit-
tle room for understanding the importance of compromise in politics (Hertzke, Olson,
Dulk, & Fowler, 2019, p. 23).

This distinctive worldview was reflected in the policy and strategy of the United
States. As Gray observes, American strategic thinking is grounded in ideological foun-
dations that emphasize “just” objectives in war. Americans find it difficult to wage wars
that are “unjust,” that is, wars that do not aspire to universal goals such as democracy,
freedom, or human rights. Gray argues that this is a consequence of American culture
and history, which, conversely, makes it more difficult to formulate a strategy of limited
war aimed at securing strategic interests. Until the end of the Second World War, the
belief that Americans could, when necessary, intervene on the side of good constitut-
ed one of the guiding principles of U.S. foreign policy (Gray, 1981, p. 26).
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The rejection of realpolitik as an “evil” originating from the European powers was
a recurring feature of American political thought as early as the eighteenth century.
Even so, there were already signs in that period that idealism was not the sole princi-
ple guiding American politics, a fact that contemporary statesmen themselves under-
stood. The acceptance of the principles of realpolitik became necessary if the United
States was to position itself effectively in the international arena, which also confirmed
that Europe’s influence on American politics could never be entirely removed. James
Madison indirectly acknowledged this at the end of the eighteenth century when dis-
cussing the events that had led to American independence (Williams, 1959, p. 22). In
Madison’s view, the rivalry between Great Britain and France, as well as the broader
politics of power in relations among the European states, had contributed significantly
to the success of the War of Independence (Gilbert, 1961, pp. 88-89).

One of the principal advocates of realpolitik who also exerted significant influence
on the formation of American strategic culture was Alexander Hamilton. Addressing
the Federal Convention in 1787, Hamilton explained that the state they were attempt-
ing to establish could not be guided exclusively by idealistic principles: “If the purpose
of government is to secure prosperity and peace for the domestic population, it will
not succeed unless it possesses sufficient strength and power in international politics
to command the respect of other states.” Hamilton rejected the notion that commerce
and economic interdependence among states necessarily reduce the likelihood of
war; rather, in his view, they merely alter the objectives for which wars are fought.
He believed that proponents of idealistic principles in politics created the illusion of a
utopia that was unsustainable in practice. Foreign policy, above all, is an instrument
of state power and a means of its enlargement. States naturally regard one another
with suspicion, recognizing in their neighbors a potential threat. The concept of the
balance of power occupied a central place in his vision of international politics as one
of its foundational principles (Gilbert, 1961, pp. 111-114).

That American strategic culture implements the principles of realpolitik when nec-
essary may also be observed in the instrumental use of liberal-democratic ideas in
pursuit of wartime objectives. Thus, during the Civil War, Abraham Lincoln issued the
Emancipation Proclamation in 1862, formally abolishing slavery in the United States.
Although Lincoln personally held political convictions opposed to slavery, his decision
also aimed to sow confusion and weaken the economy of the Confederate states and,
at the same time, to win the sympathy of European powers that shared similar politi-
cal views. The suspicion that this was a shrewd political tactic rather than a measure
guided solely by moral ideals is reinforced by the fact that Lincoln publicly maintained
that the Civil War primarily concerned the preservation of the territorial integrity of the
United States, while the issue of slavery had been introduced only secondarily as
one of the means of prosecuting the war. Lincoln also opposed several generals who,
before his formal decision, had attempted to emancipate the Black population on their
own authority (Army Historical Series, 1985, p. 230).

American idealism constitutes only one side of U.S. foreign policy and its strategic
culture. Despite the democratic foundations upon which the United States was built, it
understood that foreign policy could not be separated from the principles of realpolitik
characteristic of the great powers of Europe. Thus, the United States participated in
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the Berlin Conference of 1884, at which Africa was repartitioned among the European
powers, marking the beginning of the so-called new imperial era. Although the Unit-
ed States did not receive its own “share” of Africa, its participation in the conference
demonstrated an understanding of the imperial interests of contemporary Europe
(Kimmage, 2020, p. 50).

That the United States also thought in terms of realpolitik is further illustrated
by its rivalry with Spain at the end of the nineteenth century. With the development
of the Monroe Doctrine and the decline of Spanish power, conflict between the two
states eventually became unavoidable. By prevailing in the Spanish-American War of
1898, the United States succeeded in establishing predominance in the Caribbean
and in acquiring distant territories such as Guam and the Philippines, which to this
day remain important logistical nodes in America’s global strategy of power projection
(Chambers, 1999, pp. 246-247).

Robert Kagan argues that the notion of the United States, in its formative period,
as a state that rejected power politics and recoiled from war and similar political in-
struments is fundamentally inaccurate and amounts to a romanticization of history.
The Founding Fathers were well acquainted with the concept of realpolitik and with its
importance for the pursuit of strategic interests, as was subsequently demonstrated
when the United States went to war with other states and peoples on its own conti-
nent. At the same time, because of its relative weakness, the American leadership
often propagated principles opposed to realpolitik when confronting the European
powers. For Kagan, this was a shrewd strategy of survival through which the United
States secured its place in international politics (Kagan, 2003, p. 10).

At the beginning of the twentieth century, President Woodrow Wilson’s admin-
istration continued to apply the Monroe Doctrine in order to secure complete U.S.
predominance in the Western Hemisphere. As Andrew Bacevich observes, the “lofty
principles” of democracy did not prevent Wilson, during the First World War era, from
safeguarding Washington’s interests in the hemisphere first through the invasion of
Haiti in 1915 and then through the occupation of the Dominican Republic in 1917.
During the same period, the U.S. armed forces carried out regular expeditions into
Mexico in order to bring that country’s domestic politics into line with American inter-
ests. Ultimately, these undertakings were regarded as both justified and necessary,
fully consistent with the principles of the Monroe Doctrine (Bacevich, 2003, p. 16).

The success of such a policy encouraged the American administration to adopt
an active stance on numerous international issues. In conversation with Walter Lip-
pmann, Wilson vividly explained why it was necessary for the United States to partici-
pate actively in addressing problems in international politics. Using the metaphor of a
fence post as the pillar of international order, Wilson stated: “If you want to preserve
a fence post, you have to keep painting it. You cannot paint it once and expect it to
last forever—eventually it will rot.” among the broader public, which later enabled the
administration to promote the idea of the League of Nations and a concept advocating
a more “just” approach to international politics (Brands, 1998, p. 49). Moreover, for
some authors, such as Colin Dueck, the League of Nations was not an institution built
exclusively on democratic foundations. Rather, through the creation of the League,
Washington employed the language of liberalism in order to impose its own hegemony
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upon other states (Brands, 1998, p. 245). U.S. participation in the League of Nations
was meant to serve as a guarantee to other actors that the principles it championed
would, in fact, be realized in practice (Dueck, 2006, pp. 47-48).

Although democratic values continued to dominate the discourse of American for-
eign policy, after the Second World War Washington accepted an international reality
grounded in divided spheres of influence. This was also understood by George Ken-
nan, who warned against the dangers of interventionism and interference in the poli-
tics of other states at the very moment when it was becoming evident that the United
States might assume the role of hegemon. The American diplomat who devised the
strategy of containment called for restraint and for leadership by example. Kennan
argued that only in this way could the United States exercise legitimate influence over
other states, and that the desire to help others at any cost could amount to poor policy
that benefited no one (Brands, 1998, p. 305).

The strategy of containing the Soviet Union required the United States to adjust
its foreign policy to the principles of realpolitik to a considerable degree, above all to
the imperatives imposed by the structure of the bipolar system. Within the American
public, the prevailing view was that the United States should confront Russia and
China, increase its military budget and the production of atomic weapons, and ensure
a strong military presence in Europe and the Far East. In essence, the plan set out in
NSC-68 largely became the strategic vision of the American nation as a whole (Lev-
ering, 2016, p. 54). Realpolitik within American strategic culture became especially
visible through substantial material investment in the armed forces and through the
changes that followed in foreign policy. Although at first glance an expanded military
budget may not seem surprising in the case of the United States, Washington had
long sought to keep defense expenditures at a relatively low level. As Samuel Hun-
tington notes, the dominance of liberal thought from the end of the Revolution until
the mid-twentieth century resulted in the armed forces occupying a comparatively dis-
advantaged position in society. The development of military institutions was likewise
neglected, largely as a consequence of the absence of an external threat (Huntington,
2000, p. 144).

The most significant changes in American strategic culture could be observed in
the sphere of foreign policy precisely during the period in which Washington built
partnerships and alliances with states whose ideological orientation did not reflect
the democratic principles of American politics. Thus, for example, the United States
maintained close relations in East Asia with South Korea and Taiwan, both of which at
the time had strongly authoritarian systems and showed no clear signs of democratic
transformation. Both states constituted important geostrategic nodes through which
Washington sustained its presence in that part of the world. Nor should one overlook
partnerships with Iran, Turkey, Chile, and Iraq, cooperation with the military junta in
Greece, and the opening to China. Kissinger’s diplomacy, which laid the foundations
for cooperation between Washington and Beijing, probably represents the high point
of American realpolitik during this period (Levering, 2016, p. 139). By drawing China
away from the Soviet Union, Washington further strengthened the strategy of contain-
ment by removing one of the largest communist states from the Soviet orbit.
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After the Cold War, American culture acquired global dimensions. Many Americans
viewed the collapse of the Soviet Union as a triumph of democracy and liberal values
(Gray, 1994, p. 591). It appears that during this period the presence of realpolitik
within American strategic culture receded in prominence, even though Washington
undertook numerous military operations across the globe. On the one hand, this may
be understood as a consequence of the “liberal hegemony” established by the United
States at the end of the twentieth century. On the other hand, some authors argue that
such behavior is itself an integral component of American strategic culture. Colin Pow-
ell, for example, affirmed the Wilsonian idea of the global reach of American democra-
cy: “The world is moving to the beat of democracy and the free market. The collapse of
communism and the boundaries that once divided us has been brought about by the
revolutionary phenomenon of globalization. And at the center of it all stand the United
States” (Bacevich, 2003, p. 223). By contrast, Klein maintains that American strategic
culture is fundamentally oriented toward the projection of power. As he explains, such
a culture developed because of specific geographical, industrial, and historical cir-
cumstances that enabled Washington to build armed forces of exceptional technolog-
ical capability (Klein, 1988, pp. 136-139). Klein also expresses skepticism regarding
purportedly defensive American intentions, which are frequently advanced through
political rhetoric and military doctrine. In his view, such rhetoric functions as a “screen”
for U.S. military positioning, while the underlying objective remains the preservation of
hegemony through the use of armed force (Toje, 2008, p. 17).

The persistence of realpolitik in American strategic culture after the end of the Cold
War may also be observed in relations with other great powers, above all Russia and
China. Thus, the administration of George H. W. Bush did not alter its political course
toward China despite the Tiananmen Square massacre, while Ukrainian nationalists
were threatened with the suspension of all assistance should they take steps toward
secession from the Soviet Union, even though they insisted on ideas of national lib-
eration and the construction of a democratic order. The administration of Bill Clinton
likewise sought to preserve stable relations with China, going so far as to become one
of the early supporters of its accession to the World Trade Organization despite the
fact that Beijing at that time did not fully satisfy the formal criteria. Finally, it is also im-
portant to note the deepening of bilateral relations between Moscow and Washington
after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, when the U.S. armed forces required
access to Central Asia, and specifically to Afghanistan.

The apparent absence of realpolitik in American strategic culture after the Cold
War may also be interpreted as a consequence of the absence of a major threat. The
preceding discussion suggests that American strategic culture most readily embraces
the postulates of realpolitik when confronted with rivals capable of undermining its
international position, as was clearly the case during the Cold War. Although Wash-
ington did not renounce the use of armed force in foreign policy after this period, its
approach to international problems was more often framed in idealistic terms. Mili-
tary interventions in the former Yugoslavia, the Middle East, and North Africa, as well
as political interventions in Ukraine, were justified through the narrative of protecting
human rights and promoting democracy. Although some scholars warn that ideolog-
ical narratives serve as a screen for strategic interests, as Sebastian Rosato argues
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(Rosato, 2011), the ultimate outcomes of these American undertakings and their con-
sequences raise the question of whether the United States in fact pursued clearly de-
fined geopolitical interests that could have been realized through such interventions.

With the rise of China as a strategic challenger and the arrival of the Trump ad-
ministration, realpolitik appears to have become a central aspect of American foreign
policy. The growth of Chinese economic and military power over the past two decades
prompted the American leadership to reassess the so-called policy of global engage-
ment and to devote greater attention to the Indo-Pacific region. The redirection of
material and diplomatic resources toward this region began during Obama’s second
term, while subsequent U.S. administrations continued along the same strategic path
(Pejic, 2024, pp. 122-145). This aspect of realpolitik may be observed, above all, in
the gradual reduction of American military engagement in other parts of the world,
such as the withdrawal from Afghanistan and the drawdown of troops in Iraq, states
that had previously been seen as primary targets of the U.S. global engagement strat-
egy. At the same time, the United States has sought to pursue a pragmatic policy in
the Indo-Pacific aimed at expanding regional partnerships, with the strengthening of
bilateral relations with Vietnam standing out as a particularly illustrative example (Pe-
jic, 2024, pp. 145-155).

The administration of President Trump, which began its term in 2025, strongly indi-
cates that U.S. foreign and security policy in the coming period will be grounded in the
principles of realpolitik, even where this may entail certain negative consequences for
broader American interests. The president has repeatedly argued that the traditional
values of American foreign policy do not improve the position of “ordinary” citizens
and, on the contrary, may impose costs and limit opportunities for the further devel-
opment of the United States. The dismantling of major U.S. foreign assistance pro-
grams and the curtailment of state-funded international media outlets may formally be
interpreted as an effort to redirect financial resources toward more practical purposes,
but in substantive terms they also suggest an attempt by the current administration
to break with the continuity of the existing political culture. Its economic strategy, pre-
sented as an initiative of reindustrialization, strongly recalls a revival of mercantilist
policies, which thus far have produced limited results. Finally, instructions reportedly
issued by the State Department to U.S. diplomatic missions around the world—to
refrain from criticizing electoral processes and the state of democracy in particular
countries and instead confine themselves to congratulating election winners—clearly
point to a turn toward a more realist model in the foreign-policy conduct of the United
States (Cowley & Barnes, 2025).

The most visible aspect of Trump’s realpolitik can certainly be observed in Wash-
ington’s relations with the traditional allies of the United States, which at the same
time constitutes a certain paradox, given that the country’s global rise and interna-
tional credibility have long rested to a considerable extent on strong bilateral and
multilateral ties. Concepts such as the proposed purchase of Greenland, pressure on
European partners through demands for higher defense spending and the imposition
of tariffs, as well as positions on Ukraine implying a willingness to sacrifice its interests
for the sake of ending the war in Europe, may all be interpreted as manifestations of
realpolitik. At the same time, however, they raise serious questions about the long-
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term consequences for American global interests and for the credibility that the United
States has carefully built since the end of the Second World War. The key question
in this context is whether the presence of realpolitik in Washington’s strategic culture
is merely a temporary phenomenon, shaped by the policies of the current administra-
tion, or whether it reflects deeper structural changes in international relations and in
the global position of the United States vis-a-vis its rivals.

Conclusion

American strategic culture is rooted to a significant extent in the values of liberal-
ism and democracy, which is a consequence of the specific historical circumstances in
which American society was formed. Unlike most other states, especially the Europe-
an ones, the United States did not experience alternative forms of political order in the
course of its development. As a young nation that from the outset based its political
and social development on democratic principles, the American political elite did not
possess direct historical experience with alternative models of political organization.

Such historical circumstances create the misleading impression that realpolitik is
somehow alien to the American political tradition. On the contrary, as the foregoing
analysis has shown, although the United States often displays an aversion to the
principles of realpolitik, it cannot in substance free itself from them in the process of
formulating foreign policy. It also appears that the principles of realpolitik gain particu-
lar weight whenever the United States is confronted with rivals capable of posing a
serious challenge to its vision of the international order.

Realpolitik within American strategic culture is not exclusively tied to the ideologi-
cal orientation of the administration in office. During the Cold War, for example, Henry
Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski, representatives of different political camps—Re-
publican and Democratic—articulated U.S. foreign policy in different ways, yet with
the same ultimate objective: the containment of Soviet power. This example confirms
the suspicion discussed by Rosato, namely that the genuine geopolitical interests
of states cannot be ignored, while ideology functions as an instrument for their re-
alization. The anarchic nature of the international system conditions the behavior of
all actors, and especially of the great powers that constitute the main pillars of its
structure. Therefore, although the influence of liberalism and democracy on American
strategic culture cannot be denied, it is equally mistaken to assume that a state with
such capacities can disregard the principles of realpolitik in shaping its grand strate-
gy. In this sense, the “uniqueness” of American strategic culture lies not exclusively
in liberal-democratic values, but rather in the ability of American leaders to integrate
those ideological principles, with relative success, into the pursuit of broader strategic
interests.

11/17



VOJNO DELO, 1/2026

Literature

[1] Army Historical Series. (1985). American military history: The winning of
independence, 1777-1783. Office of the Chief of Military History, United States Army.

[2] Bacevich, A. J. (2003). American empire: The realities and consequences of U.S.
diplomacy. Harvard University Press.

[3] Blagojevi¢, V. (2019). StrateSka kultura i nacionalna bezbednost. Zbornik Matice
srpske za drustvene nauke, 170, 163-178.

[4] Bloomfield, A. (2012). Time to move on: Reconceptualizing the strategic culture
debate. Contemporary Security Policy, 33(3), 437-461.

[5] Booth, K. (1979). Strategy and ethnocentrism. Holmes & Meier.

[6] Brands, H. W. (1998). What America owes the world: The struggle for the soul of
foreign policy. Cambridge University Press.

[7] Chambers, J. W. (1999). The American debate over modern war, 1871-1914. In M.
F. Boemeke, R. Chickering, & S. Forster (Eds.), Anticipating total war: The German and
American experiences, 1871-1914 (pp. 241-280). Cambridge University Press.

[8] Crowley, M., & Barnes, J. E. (2025, July 18). Rubio restricts U.S. criticism of tainted
foreign elections. The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2025/07/18/us/politics/
rubio-foreign-elections-cable.html

[9] Dueck, C. (2006). Reluctant crusaders: Power, culture, and change in American
grand strategy. Princeton University Press.

[10] Gilbert, F. (1961). To the farewell address: Ideas of early American foreign policy.
Princeton University Press.

[11] Gray, C. S. (1981). National style in strategy: The American example. International
Security, 6(2), 21-47.

[12] Gray, C. S. (1999). Strategic culture as context: The first generation of theory
strikes back. Review of International Studies, 25(1), 49-69.

[13] Hertzke, A. D., Olson, L. R, Dulk, K. R., & Fowler, R. B. (2019). Religion and
politics in America: Faith, culture, and strategic choices. Routledge.

[14] Huntington, S. P. (2000). The soldier and the state: The theory and politics of civil-
military relations. Harvard University Press.

[15] Johnston, A. I. (1995). Cultural realism: Strategic culture and grand strategy in
Chinese history. Princeton University Press.

[16] Kagan, R. (2003). Of paradise and power: America and Europe in the new world
order. Vintage Books.

[17] Kimmage, M. (2020). The abandonment of the West: The history of an idea in
American foreign policy. Basic Books.

[18] Klein, B. S. (1988). Hegemony and strategic culture: American power projection
and alliance defence politics. Review of International Studies, 14(1), 133-148.

[19] Levering, R. B. (2016). The Cold War: A post—Cold War history. Wiley-Blackwell.

[20] Lock, E. (2010). Refining strategic culture: Return of the second generation.
Review of International Studies, 36(3), 685-708.

11/18



American Strategic Culture and the Principles of Realpolitik

[21] Peji¢, 1. (2024). Strategija unutrasnjeg uravnotezavanja: Razvoj kineskih oruZanih
snaga i promene u opazanju kineske pretnje od strane Sjedinjenih Americkih Drzava posle
2011. godine [Doctoral dissertation, Univerzitet u Beogradu, Fakultet politi¢kih naukal.

[22] Peji¢, 1., & Suboti¢, M. (2024). History of the empire and strategic culture of
Russia: A reflection on Mearsheimer’s work on Ukraine. The Review of International
Affairs, 75(1192), 311-334.

[23] Rosato, S. (2011). Europe united: Power politics and the making of the European
Community. Cornell University Press.

[24] Snyder, J. L. (1977). The Soviet strategic culture: Implications for limited nuclear
operations. RAND.

[25] Toje, A. (2008). America, the EU and strategic culture: Renegotiating the
transatlantic bargain. Routledge.

[26] Williams, W. A. (1959). The tragedy of American diplomacy. Dell Publishing.

Summary

his paper examines the development and specific features of American stra-

tegic culture within the broader theoretical framework of realism. The central
assumption is based on the idea that states, although operating within the same in-
ternational environment, do not formulate decisions in identical ways, but rather in
accordance with their historical experiences, cultural characteristics, and institutional
legacies. Strategic culture is therefore understood as an analytical tool that enables
the interpretation of distinctive behavioral patterns of great powers, as well as an indi-
cator of the limits of deviation from realpolitik.

The paper first outlines three generations of research on strategic culture, rang-
ing from ideational definitions, through constructivist approaches emphasizing identity
and symbols, to comparative analyses focusing on organizational culture. The anal-
ysis then turns to the American case, where liberal-democratic discourse intersects
with realpolitik practice. A historical overview—from the founding of the United States,
through nineteenth-century expansion, to its hegemonic position after the Second
World War and the Cold War—demonstrates that U.S. foreign policy employs a liberal
narrative as a means of legitimization, while in essence following the logic of power.

The conclusion highlights that American strategic culture, despite its proclaimed
“exceptionalism” and idealistic framework, remains deeply conditioned by realist logic
and the structural constraints of the international system.

Keywords: international relations, United States, strategy, strategic culture
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AﬂCTpaKTZ Y pagy ce UCTpaxyje amepuyka cTpatellka KynTypa
Y KOHTEKCTY peanunama, ca nocebH1M OCBPTOM Ha yTuLaj UCTo-
PUjCKMX 1 KyNTYPONOLLKMX hakTopa y 06nmnKoBamy CnorbHONOMUTUYKOT
noHawamna CjeanweHnx Amepudkmx Opxaea. MNonasHa npeTnocraska
je Oa apxaBse, nako genyjy y uctom MefhyHapoLHOM OKPYXeHY, He pe-
aryjy jeoHako, Beh HKXOBe 0AnyKe M CTpaTellka opujeHTaumja y 3Ha-
YyajHOj Mepwu 3aBuCe 0F CNELMEUYHUX OPYLUTBEHWUX U KYNTYPOMOLIKMX
obpasaua. Y TOM KOHTEKCTY KOHLENT cTpaTeLlke KynType npeacraBiba
aHaNMTUYKN OKBUP 3@ pasyMeBame amepuykor npuctyna rmnobasHoj
nonutuum. MocebHa naxwa nocseheHa je heHOMEHY amepuyke ,u3y-
3eTHOCTU”, KOjU je YeCcTO NpeacTaBrbEH KPO3 NubepanHo-4emokpaTcke
BPEAHOCTM, NPOMOLIM]Y TbYACKVX NpaBa W 3anarakbe 3a npaBHO ypefheHu
mehyHapogHu nopegak. MehyTum, aHanusa nokasyje 4a usa oBor Hapa-
TVBA CTOjM KOH3UCTEHTHA NOrMka peannonuTuke, Koja ce ucnosbLasa y
TEXH! 32 04yBabeM aMepuyKor rnobanHor nopeTtka. Y pagy ce ykasyje
[la amepuyKa CrosbHa nonuTuka Huje yTeMerbeHa UCKIbY4nBO Ha uae-
anu3My HUTU peanuamy, Beh npeacTaBrba AuHamMuyaH crnoj oba npasLa
NonuTuKe, AOK NubepanHun naeanu YecTo YHKLMOHMLLY Kao CpeacTBO
nerutmmsaumje nonutuke mohu. Ha Taj HauMH amepuyka crTpateLuka
KynTypa nokasyje Kako ce UCTopujcka UCKYCTBa W KyNTypHe cneunduny-
HOCTW npennuhy ca CTPYyKTypanHUM orpaHuyersMma MefyHapogHor
cucTema y obnmnkoBary NoHallaka BENUKE cune.

KrbyuHe peun: mehyHapodHu odHocu, Cjedur-eHe Amepuyke [pxa-
8e, cmpameeuja, cmpameuwika Kynmypa
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0002-9296-7547

1/7



BOJHO [ENO, 1/2026

YBog

I‘IpquaBaH;e MOMNWTUKE BENWKUX CUMa KPO3 TEOPUjCKY BU3Ypy peanusma U He-
opeanuama noctano je sine qua non y mehyHapogHoj nonutuum. LLikona pea-
nv3ma npeacTaBrba jefaH of Temerba Hayke 0 MefjyHapogHWM ogHocKUMa ¢ 0631pom
Ha TO Ja je ycnena Aa knacugukyje 1 06jeauHy noHallake BEMNNKMX Cuia y MeTodo-
MOLLKMM OKBMpWMA KOju NpeBa3unase Bpeme, reorpadujy, na 4yak u KynTyponoLLKy
AuckpenaHuy. Minak, Benuku aktepu MeflyHapogHe nonuTuke YNopHO NoKyLiasajy Aa
CBOje MPOTUBHUKE CMECTe Y OKBUPE ,MakujeBanucTuike” peannonutuke, 4OK CBOje
MOnMTUYKe OANyKe OnpaBhaBajy kao Mocreauuly WCTOPMJCKUX OKOMHOCTW, mehyHa-
po4He Henpaeae Unu KynTypomnoLikor obpacua no kome Te ApxaBe (PYHKLUOHHMLLY.
Tako, Ha npumep, Pycuja onpaBaarbe 3a CBOjy CMOSbHY NOMUTUKY Hajuellhe npoHa-
nasu y UCTOPMjCKOj HENPAaBAM KOja joj je HaunkbeHa HakoH XnagHor pata y cTouHoj
EBponu, npu Yemy ce rmaeHu HapaTMB MockBe ocnakba Ha TO [a je HeHO NonmTnY-
KO AenoBame fedaH3nBHO W YCIOBILEHO arpecBHUM MOHALLakeM 3anagHuX cuna.
KnHa kao KOMyHUCTUYKa ApKaBa nokasyje CHaxaH oTrop npema peannonutuum, AoK
y NpBU NfaH UCTUYE MPUPOAY HEHOr MUPOrbybMBOr pacTa, Koju je y CynpOTHOCTM
ca UCTOpWjCKMM pa3BojeM 3anafgHux cuna. Ha kpajy, CjeanteHe Amepudke [pxase
(CALl) cBojy cnorbHy NonuTUKY AeUHNLLY Y OKBUPMMA NbepanHux BpeaHOCTM, AOK
Ce HaLUuoHarnHW nHTepecu npeacraerbajy kao 6opba 3a rbyacka npasa v LUMpeHse
[eMokparuje.

WNoeja pa ppxase He ,pe3oHyjy” Ha UCTU Ha4MH, Mako PyHKLUMOHWLLY Y UCTOM Mo-
NUTUYKOM OKPYXEHY, HUje HOBUMHA y Teopuju MeflyHapogHux ogHoca. Kpajem cenam-
pecetux roguHa 20. Beka, kaga je Llek LWHajoep (Jack Snyder) objaBno moHorpadujy
0 nocnegyuLamMa CoBjeTCke CTpaTeLLKe KynType Ha ynoTpeby HykneapHOr Haopyxarba,
nojam cTpaTeLlke KynType 3ays3eo je BaXHO MecTo y aHanusama MehyHapogHe no-
nuTuke (Snyder, 1977). YkpaTko, cTpaTellka KynTypa objalwbaa Ja ce apXKaBe He
MoHalLajy Ha UCTW HauvH nako ce cycpehy ca uctum npobnemmma. Opyrum peumma,
MCTOPWMJCKO 1 KYNTYPOOLLKO UCKYCTBO jeAHE HaLje BPLUM CHaXaH yTuLlaj Ha TO Kako
Ce heHa nonuTuka cTeapa v 36or Yera NoNUTUYKa enuta JoHocK ofpefeHe oafyke.

Ocnamajyhu ce NpBEHCTBEHO Ha UCTOPMJCKY aHanmay, y pagy je yumkeH nokyLuaj
[la ce NpeacTaBy pa3Boj aMepuyKe CTpaTeLLKe KynType Koju, YNpKoc CBOjoj ,M3Yy3eTHO-
CTU”, He MOXe Ja Ce OTPprHe of NpuHLUMMIa peannonutike. Y ToM CMUCNY CTpaTeLlka
KynTypa NpeacTaBrba MHCTPYMEHT 3a U3yvaBakse jeAUHCTBEHMX MOMMTUYKMX OASIMKa
jenHe Hauwje, OOK C Apyre CTpaHe MOXe [a Npyxu yBua y To 300r Yera ce nonuTuka
BEMMKMX Cuna He yaarbaea of peanuama. AHanmm3a amepuyke CTpaTeLuke KynType
HacTaBakK je aHanuse cTpaTeLlke KynType BefMKUX cuna Kojuma je aytop NocBETWO
naxwy y npetxogHum pagosuma (Pejic, Subotic, 2024; MNejuh, 2024: 75-82).

Teopwujckn OKBUP CTpaTeLlKke KynType

CrpateLuka kyntypa obyxsaTa LUMPOK MPOCTOP KOjU je NOANOoXaH NpenucnuTuBaky
v auckycujama, npe ceera y metogonoLkom nornegy. O ToMe CBEA0YM NOCTOjake TpK
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reHepaumje cTpaTellke KynType, Koje npeacTaBrbajy pasnuymta Tymavera MeTogo-
NOLUKOT NPUCTYNa M3y4aBatby OBOr APYLUTBEHOr Npobnema.

Kaga nocmartpamo npBy reHepauujy nucaua, MOXeMo youmnTn 300r Yera je Heon-
XOOHO MpeLu3Huje YOKBUPUTU NPeAMET UCTpaxmBarba cTpaTeLuke Kyntype. KapHec
Nopga (Carnes Lord), jegaH o ayTopa npse reHepauuje, AeuHULLEe CTpaTeLLKy Kyn-
TYpy Kao nojaBy caunkseHy of TpagmLUMOHanHUX Npakcu W MULLIbEHsa Koju pyKoBode
HaYMHOM Ha KOju Ce OpyxaHa cuna KOpUCTU y LUIby UCTyHEHa NOMUTUYKUX UHTEpe-
ca. JlopooBa fedmHuumja cTpaTeLlke KynType, Koja CyLUTUHY nNpoHanasu y Hemarte-
pujanHum aktopuma, Huje norpeltHa. OBa feduHuumMja yknana ce y KOHCTPYKTUBH-
CTUYKM NPUCTYN U3yyaBara MehyHapoaHWUX OAHOCA, LWTO je MHaYe KapakTepUCTUYHO
3a pagoBe O CTpaTellkoj Kyntypu. Mpobnem npeactaBrba KonuumHa haktopa Koju
YyTUYYy Ha CTpaTeLlky KynTypy, Kao LUTO Cy reorpadwmja, nonutudka Kyntypa, mehy-
HapO4HW OAHOCKU (paBHOTEXa CHara), BOjHa MCTOpWja, BOjHO-LIMBUITHW OLHOCM, Ma
yak v BojHa TexHonorvja (Bloomfield, 2012: 439). Y Tom cmucny cTpaTeLlka Kyntypa
obyxBaTa CBe LUTO MMa Bese ca LUMPWUM KOHLENTOM cTpaTtervje, Apxase W nonutu-
ke. Kako AnaH bnymdung (Allan Bloomfield) youasa, Jlopgos npuctyn je ,MOHOMMUT-
ckn” n cBeobyxsataH, 6e3 npeunsHujux objallerba Kako nojeauHu akTopu yTudy
Ha pa3Boj cTpaTellke KynType. OBakaB NpUCTyn AOAATHO Ce J0BOAM Y NUTake Kaja
Nopa amepuyky cTpaTellKky KynTypy npedcTaBiba Kao ,NpeBacxofHo AedaH3nsHy”,
chokycupajyhn ce Ha nojeamHe UCTOPWjCKE NEPUOAE, AOK 3aHeMapyje 0burbe apyrux
unseHuua (Bloomfield, 2012: 440-441).

C ppyre cTtpaHe, KonuH pej (Colin Gray) cmatpa fa je XOnUCTUYKU NpucTyn nay-
yaBakby CTpaTeLlke KynType ucnpasaH ¢ 0631poM Ha TO Ja Npyxa KOHTEKCT y KoMe
ce cTpaTernja, Apxxaea v gpywTeeHa 3ajegHunua passujajy. OH ncTuye ga ctparervja
M CTpaTeLlKa Kyntypa umajy pasnuymTe QUMeH3uje Kpo3 koje ce MOory carnegasatu,
anu fa nojeAMHavyHo Mepere OBUX Bapujabnu He JOBOAM 4O TAYHOr UCXOAA ako ce
3aHeMapu LMpK KOHTEKCT. [poyyaBake CTpaTellke KynType CTpOro y OKsupuMa
,LOMOBPrHyTe TEOpUje”, Ha YeMy NOjeanHN ayTopu MHCMCTUPajy, noaceha Ha nekapa
Koju nocmatpa yoBeka kao Buhe umju cy ym 1 Teno notnyHo oasojeHn. Kako Ipej
HaBOAW, CTpaTELLKa KynTypa He NMoCToju U3BaH ApYLUTBA, AOK MHCTUTYLMjE W FbYACKO
[enoBae npyxajy KOHTEKCT KynTypu Kojy aHanuaupamo (Gray, 1999: 53). Ha kpaijy,
OH 3aKSbyuyje [a je HajnnofHWje akafeMCKo peLlerse OHO Koje oMoryhasa fa ce cTpa-
TellKka KynTypa nocmatpa kao obnacT ugeja v CTaBoBa, YuMe NPOCTOP CTpaTeLLKor
MoHallaka OCTaje OTBOPEH 3a UCMWUTMBAHE YTULAja KOju CTpaTellka KynTypa Moxe
da octeapu (Gray, 1999-69).

Ken Byt (Ken Booth) Takohe yka3yje Ha BaxHOCT KOHTEKCTa Kaga ce npoyyasa
cTpartewka kynTypa. ,[la nv je bor CTBOpMO CBET N0 COMNCTBEHO] MEPU je ANCKYTabu-
HO, anu rvyau cy AeOUHUTUBHO CTBOPWIW OPYLUTBEHO OKPYXEeHe OHaKO Kako huMa
ogrosapa.” OBom peyeHuuom Byt 3anountse kiury ,CTpaTernja n eTHoLeHTpusam”,
Koja npeacTaB/ba jeqHy o NpBux MoHorpaduja koje ce b6aee npobnemomM passoja
CTpaTeLlKor NpoMULLIIbakba 1 KynTyponoLKux acnekarta apywrsa (Booth, 1979: 13).
ByT ucTnye fa oHM Koju Cy 0AroBOpHM 3a 6e36eHOCT ApXKaBe U HeHUX HaLMOHAMHUX
MHTepeca, YeCTO He BuAe antepHaTuBy OCKM Ja HacTaBe da paje Yy 3agatiM OKBUpH-
Ma Tpaguumje n UCTopuje Ha Kojma nounBajy NonuTnyKe BpegHocTy ApywTea (Booth
1979, 22).
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[pyra reHepauuja ayTopa cTpaTeLlke KynType 3HavajHo ce npubnmkuna KOHCTpy-
KTUBUCTUYKO] KoMK MefyHapogHux ogHoca. bpeanu KnajH (Bradley Klein) uniHun ce
Ja je HayyHy uHcnupaumjy upnuo n3 gena Muwena ®ykoa n AHToHMja pamiuuja.
3a KnajHa CTpykTypanucTUykv NpUCTyn CTpaTeLLKUM CTyaujama He npyxa Hajborbe
pesynrtate. [pyruM peyuma, CUCTEM ApXaBa KOju MpeacTaBfba OCHOBY CTPYKType
MehyHapoaHor cuctema He MoXe Ce NocmaTpaTi OABOjEHO Of peasiHoCTM Y Kojoj ce
Hanasw, a Koja je CyLUTUHCKM OPYLUTBEHW KOHCTPYKT. Y TOM CMUCIY Apyra reHepaumja
je bnmcka npBoj, OAHOCHO MAaeja KOHTEKCTA Y KOjoj Ce CTpaTellka KynTypa odsuja He
MOXe Ce OABOjUTM 0f APYLUTBEHE peariHoCT Y Kojoj nocTtoju. CTpateLlka Kyntypa ob-
NUKyje NoHallaHe KonekTnea y3 noMmoh 3ajegHn4kmMx cumbona (KOHTEKCT) Ha OCHOBY
Kojux ce marpahyje nonutuka u ctpareruja (Lock, 2010: 696-697).

PykoBogehn ce KOHCTPYKTMBM3MOM ayTopu [pyre reHepauuje nonaxy Hagy y
aHanuay uaeHTWTETa CTpaTellke 3ajedHule, OOHOCHO Kako ApYLUTBEHa CTPyKTypa
yTW4e Ha n3rpagky aeHTUTeTa nojeauHala y jegHom konektusy. Pasnuuntn cumbo-
v (vaeje, nckycTea, MeRyrbyacku ogHOCK) KOjW yTUYY Ha pa3Boj MOEeHTUTETa npea-
CTaBrbajy jeAHy Of OCHOBA HeHe CTpaTeLLKe KynType ¢ 003MpoM Ha To Ja nokasyjy
HeH 0gHOC M Moryhe OenoBawe npema ApyruMa, LITO je NoceGHO BaxHO Kada ce
pagu o ynotpebu opyxaHe cune npoTvB NOTEHLMjanHor NpoTMBHUMKA. M3 oBor pas-
nora, kako Egsappg Jlok (Edward Lock) uctuye, aHanusa crpaTellke Kyntype nog-
pasyMeBa aHanu3y noHallaka jeqHor KonekTvea v erosor ngeHtuteta (Lock, 2010:
698).

AyTopu Tpehe reHepauuje nokywasajy Aa 3aobufly noHallawe akTepa kao Ba-
pujabny y uctpaxuaty, 3a Wta Anactaup LloHcToH (Alastair Johnston) nctuye pa je
BaXKaH MoMak y uctpaxuatwy ¢ 063MpoM Ha TO [ja ce Ha Taj HauuH u3beraea TayTo-
NoLLKK Npobrem Koju je MpucyTaH y NPeTXoaHUM reHepauyjama. Takohe, 3a pasnuky
0f ayTopa npBe reHepauyje, OBW MUCLM UCTUYY 3HAYaj NOMMTUYKE U OpraHn3aLmoHe
KynType, LWTO yKa3syje Aa ce Tpeha reHepauuja Make ocnawa Ha UCTOPUjCKA KOH-
TeKCT. BaxkaH nomak Koju cy HaunmHuny aytopum Tpehe reHepauuje jecte kKoMnapaTueHu
MPUCTYN KOjU je MPUCYTaH Yy HUXOBUM MCTpaxuBakkma. Tako, Ha npumep, Lledpu
Nerpo (Jeffry Legro) v Kup INnbep (Kier Lieber), y cBojuM aHann3ama ykasyjy Ha orpa-
HUYEHA CTPYKTYpanucTuyKor npuctyna, Oyayhu aa oH Huje y cTawy Aa objacHu 36or
yera cy nojeauHe apmuje ycBajane cneuudguyHe OOKTPUHE U TaKTUKE Koje Cy ce y
[laTOM KOHTEKCTY cMaTpane mMake Unu BULLE PU3NYHIM, Ma YaK 1y pa3nnyutoj Mepu
neranHuMm, oK ¢y ux gpyre ogbauvsane. AyTopy 3akibyyyjy Aa je 3anpaBo OpraHu-
3aLMoHa KynTypa OBMX KOMekTMBa Ouna KrbyyHu aktop koju je ogpehueao modus
operandi opyxaHux cHara (Johnston, 1995: 18-22).

Mpobnem Tpehe reHepauuje jecTe M30CTaHaK KOHTEKCTyanHOr acrnekta Kao ge-
TEepMWUHAHTE Koja yTU4e Ha KynTYpOMoOLUKW pa3Boj APYLITBA, Na Tako M cTpaTeLuke
kyntype. CnnyHy cteap youuo je u briymdung kaga je rosopuo Aa uaeje n BpegHocTu
YyTU4y Ha MHTEpMNpeTauyjy MatepujanHux Bapujabnum Ha Kojuma ce Temerby cTpaTteLd-
Ko ognyuuBarse. [lpyrum peunma, uaeje n BpeaHoCTY jeqHor ApyLwiTea Mory aa npet-
Xofe NpoLeCy paLnoHanHor oanyyrBarka, ¢ 063MpoM Ha To Aa npyKajy cMucao mate-
pujanHoj peanHocTy y kojoj ce oanyke goHoce (Bloomfield, 2012: 445). CmaTpamo ga
cTpaTeLlka Kyntypa Huje MOHOMWUTHW KOHCTPYKT M a Ce Meha TOKOM BpemeHa, npu
4yeMy NonuUTMYKa KynTypa ApYLUTBA UMK OpraHn3aLMoHa KynTypa KOneKkTBa Moxe fa
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yTude Ha wy. Minak, a kao wTo je Berbko bnarojeBuh ykasao, pagukanHe npoMeHe y
CTpaTeLlKoj KynTypu cy Moryhe, anu Hajyewwhe kao nocneauua TELUKUX UCTOPUjCKMX
gorafaja — Tpayma koju Cy yTvuane Ha apywTso y uenuHn. Ounrneaad npumep npea-
cTaBrba Hemayka u HEHO UCTOPUJCKO MCKYCTBO TOKOM [Ba cBeTcka pata. C apyre
CTpaHe, ako ce mocmatpajy cune nonyt Kuve wvnu Pycuje, Bugehemo ga ce ctpa-
Tellka KynTypa passujana y KOHTUHYWUTETY BEKOBMMA, NPy YeMy Cy NMPOMEHE BuLUE
npeacTaBrbane eBONyTUBHU HAcTaBaK yCTarbeHe MpaKkCe Hero HeHO OACTynae
(Johnston, 1995; Pejic, Subotic, 2024). CnmyHa cuTyaumja NpUCyTHa je U Y aMepuyKoj
CTpaTeLLKOj KynTypw, y Kojoj je Moryhe BUAETM CHaXXHO MPUCYCTBO peannonuTyke ynp-
KOC NMBepanHo-4eMOKPaTCKOM KapakTepy APYLUTBa U HEroBoj KynTypu.

Mpuctyn n3yyaBarby amepuyke cTpaTellke KynType Ha Koju hemo ce OCroHWTK
KOMOUHYje pasnuuuTe acnekTe TpU reHepauuje 0O Kojuma cMOo AUCKyToBanu. Hamwe,
CTpaTeLlKy KynTypy MOXeMO nocmaTtpaTti Kao MnojaBy Koja yOKBUpYje CTpaTeLLKN AuC-
KypcC OpYyLUTBA, a Koja je yTeMerbeHa Ha UCTOPUJCKM UCKYCTBMMA UCTOT KONEKTUBA.
Opyrim peunma, nako ctpatellka KynTypa He ogballyje paunoHanHOCT y AOHOLEHY
MONMUTUYKWX OANYyKa, OHa UCTUYE Aa crneundruyHa NCKYCTBa ApXKaBa W Ibyau yTuuy Ha
T0 Kako he Ta nonutuka nsrnegatu (Pejic, Subotic, 2024: 319). Maga he oBaj uctpa-
XMBAYKM OKBMP MOMONM Yy aHanman cneumgUUYHOCTU amepuyke cTpaTeLlke KynType,
oH he cywTnHCKM omoryhuTty ga ce carnega HeH ,peanuctnykn’ Kapaktep Koju je
MPUCYTaH 1 KOZ APYrMX BEMNWKKUX cuna.

CrtpaTteluka Kyntypa u
aMepn4Ko UCTOPUjCKO NCKYCTBO

CjeanreHe Amepuuke Jpxase ycnene cy Tokom 20. Beka ga hopmynuwy auc-
Kypc 0 cebu kao Cunm Koja He ynasu y paT Ha ,MPUMWUTUBHUM” NpUHLMNMMA pean-
nonutuke, Beh 3apag ocTBapvBarba BULLKMX LUIbEBA, KAao LITO Cy SbyAcka npasa u
cnoboge. Mpawu 1 [dpyrn ceetcku pat, XnagHu par, Yak u pat y Wpaky 1990. rognHe
npeacTaBrbanu cy NnpuMepe Ha KojuMa je oBaj ANCKypc ytemerseH. Vigeja aa BawumHr-
TOH KOPWCTU OpyXXaHe CHare paguw ekcnaHauje Mohu unu ocTBapuBarba reononnuTny-
KUX MHTEepeca OCTaBIbEH je Mo CTpaHu 36or naeja o ,npasegHom” paty (Bacevich,
2003: 9). MojeaunHn ayTopu NCTMYY Aa MaKo je OBaj ANCKYPC 3axuBeOo y MefyHapoa-
Hoj monuTuum Tokom 20. Beka, cnvyHe uaeje dune cy u panuje npucytHe y CAL.
Tako XeHpu bpengac (Henry Brands) roBopu aa je Tokom 18. n 19. Beka Benuku 6poj
mpyan y CALl uckpeHo BepoBao y Uaejy Aa je ekcrnaHaunja gpxase CyLUTUHCKM gobpa
CTBap 3a fbyACKYy LumBunu3aumjy jep omoryhasa LuvMperse BPeAHOCTH Ha Kojuma mo-
ymBa amepuuko apywTeo (Brands, 1998: 11). BpegHoctu 0 kojuma bpeHac rosopu
nogpasymeBajy HeoTyhuBa rbydcka npaea 1 cnoboge, anu Ha aMepudky HaumH, LWTo
je youno u TokBun noyetkom 19. Beka. Haume, BpegHOCTM koje aenyjy yHMBep3anHo
koA AMepukaHaua nmajy cneumdmnyry ,nyputaHcky” aumersujy. Kako Tokeun nctuye,
cnoboaa 3a AMepukaHLe He 3HauM Aa MOXEeTe paauTy LUTa BaM je BOrba, Beh Mmoparte
pagmTV OHO LWTO je AoBpo 1 ncnpasHo. MypuTaHM3am ycnoBrbaBa MoOpariHy peBHOCT
kog CBOjux NOBOPHKMKa, LUTO ca Apyre CTpaHe He OCTaBrba JOBOSLHO NpocTopa Aa ce
pa3yme 3Ha4aj komnpomuca y nommtuum (Hertzke, Olson, Dulk, Fowler, 2019: 23).
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CneumdmyaH nornes Ha CBET 04pa3no ce Ha NonuTKKy 1 ctpaternjy CjeankteHnx
Opxasa. Kako pej uctunye, amepuyko CTpaTeLllko pasMuLLibake NOCTaBIbEeHO je Ha
MOEOMNOLLKMM OCHOBama Koje UCTUYY ,MpaBegHe” unrbese y paTy. AMepukaHuumMa je
TeLUKO [1a BOAie paToBe Koju Cy ,HenpaBeaHn”, OOHOCHO KOjWU He TexXe YHUBEP3arHum
umrbeBMMa nonyT Aemokpartuje, cnoboge unm rbyAackux npaea. [pej cmatpa aa je 0Bo
nocreguua amepuyke KynType u UCTopmje Koja, ¢ apyre cTpaHe, otexasa opmynu-
carbe CTpaTtervje orpaHMyYeHor parta y Luiby OCTBapuBakba CTpaTELKMX MHTEpeca.
Cse [0 kpaja Jpyror ceeTckor pata ugeja Aa AMepukaHuy, kaga je To HeOnXoaHo,
MOry [la MHTepBEHMWLY Ha cTpaHu Jobpa npefcraBrbana je jedaH of pykosogehux
NpMHUMNAa y aMepurykoj cnosbHoj nonutuum (Gray, 1981: 26).

OpbauvBarbe peannonutuke Kao ,3na” Koje NoTude o eBpomnckMx cuna ouna je
yecTa rnojasa y amepuykoj nonutuum jow of 18. Beka. Minak, y Tom nepuogy nocroja-
ne Cy HasHake Ja ugeanvsam Huje jeauHN NPUHLMN Y aMepyuykoj MOnMTULM, LWUTO CY
pa3ymenu 1 nonutuyapu Tor BpemeHa. lNpuxeartare Hadena peannonuTuke nocrano
je HeonxogHo kako 6u ce CA[l nosuumoHvpane y mefyHapoaHoj apeHu, WTo je Ta-
kofe NoTBPAMNO U Aa ce yTuuaj EBpone Ha aMmepuyky NOMUTKKY He MOXe Y NOTNYHO-
CTU YKMOHWTK. Llejmc MeadmncoH je 0BO MHAMPEKTHO NOTBPAMO KpajeM 18. Beka, kafa
je auckyToBao o fgorahajuMa Koju ¢y Bogunum ka amepuykoj HesasucHoctu (Williams,
1959: 22). Hanme, no muwrbenwy Megucoxa pusanctso Benvke Bputanuje n OpaH-
Llycke, Kao 1 yutaea nonutuka mohu (power politics) y ogHOCMMa eBPONCKUX cuna
JonpuHena je ycnexy pata 3a HesasucHocT (Gilbert, 1961: 88-89).

JenaH og nobopHMKa peannonuTuke Koju je Takofe ocTBapuo 3HavajaH yTuuaj 1
Ha opmmpare amepuyke ctpatellke Kyntype 6uo je AnekcaHgap XamuntoH. O6-
pahajyhin ce Ha ®egepanHoj koHBeHUMjM 1787. roamHe, XamunToH je objacHuo fa
ApXaBa Kojy NokKyllaBajy Aa yTeMerbe He MOXe [a ce PyKOBOAM UCKIbY4MBO maea-
NUCTUYKMM NpUHUMIUMA: ,AKO je LnIb BrnacTu fa 06e3benmn npocnepuTeT u Mup 4o-
mMahem CTaHOBHUWLUTBY, TO Hehe yCcneTn a 0CTBapM ako He Noceayje AOBOIbHO cHare 1
mohw y MeRyHapoaHoj nonuTuLy LWTo 61 rapaHToBarno NoLITOBaHe OCTanux Apxasa’.
XamunToH ce Huje crnarao ca vaejama aa TProBuHa v passujeHa npvepega usmehy
ApxaBa yMamyjy LaHce 3a pat Beh, yMecTo Tora, Aa Mewajy Luurbese pata. [pema
HErOBOM MULLIBEHY, MOBOPHULIM MAEANUCTUYKUX NPUHLMMA Y NOMUTWLIM CTBapanu cy
unysujy ytonuje koja je buna Heoapxmea y npakcu. CnorbHa NonuTMKa npeacTaeba
npe cBera MHCTPYMEHT ApxaBHe MOhu U CPeACTBO HeHor yehawa. [ipxase npupos-
HO rreaajy jeoHa Ha apyry ca nogosperem, npenosHajyhn y cyceanma noteHuumjanHy
npeTky. KOHUENT paBHOTEXe CHara 3aysMao je Kiby4YHO MECTO Y HEroBoj BU3WjU
mMefyHapoaHe NonuTHKe, Kao jedaH of TEMESbHUX MPUHLIMNA Ha KojuMa OHa nouuBa
(Gilbert, 1961: 111-114).

[Ja amepuyka cTpaTteluka KynTypa uMniemeHTMpa npuHumune peannonutike kaga
je TO HeomxogHO, MOXeE Ce YOUNTU U y HaumHy mckopuwhaBamwa nubepanHo-gemo-
KpaTCKMX naeja pagu ocTBapuBama paTHWUX LMrbeBa. Tako je Abpaxam JIMHKOMH To-
koM rpafaHckor pata 1862. roauHe objasno MNpoknamauujy 0 emaHumnaumju Kojom
ce ykuga poncteo y CA[l. Nako je genno nonutnuka ybehera Koja cy ce npotveuna
poncTay, JIHKONHOBA NONUTUYKA OANyKa MMana je 3a Uuib Aa yHece NOMeTHY U Oc-
nabw npuepeay apxaea KoHdenepauuje v ca apyre cTpaHe, Aa npuaobuje cumnatuje
EBPONCKMX ApXaBa Koje cy Aenue UcTe nonutndke crtaBose. Cymrba aa ce pagum o
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NyKaBOj MONMUTWYKO]j TaKTULM KOja Huje pyKoBofeHa ngeanvma rosopu 1 1o aa je JInu-
KOMH jaBHO MCTULLA0 Aa je rpafaHckv paT BesaH 3a nuTame uenosutoctn CAJl, ook
je NuTare poncTea CryyajHO HaMETHYTO Kao jedaH of nnaHoBa. JIMHKoNH ce Takohe
YCMPOTMBWO M HEKOMNWLMHK reHepana Koju Ccy npe AOoHOLEHa oAnyke nokywanu ga
13BpLLE eMaHLMNauujy upHadkor ctaHoBHMWTBA (Army Historical Series, 1985: 230).

Amvepryku naeanusam NpeacTasrba jedHy CTpaHy aMepuyke CrosbHe NoNUTHKe 1
HEeHe CcTpaTeLlke KynType. YNpKoc AeMOKPATCKMM TeMerbuMa Ha Kojuma cy usrpahe-
He, CA[] cy pasymere fa CnorbHy NONUTUKY HE MOTY Aa OABOjE Of Havena peannonu-
TWKe Koja cy buna cBojcTBeHa Benukum cunama Espone. Tako cy CALl yyecTBOBane
Ha BepnuHckoj koHdepeHunjn 1884. rogunHe, Ha Kojoj je Adpuka n3HoBa nogerbe-
Ha 13Mehy eBPONCKUX Cua, LUTO je 0Denexuno noyeTak T3B. HOBOT MMMepujanHor
nepuoga. Mako CA[ Hucy nobune ,ne0” Adpuke, yyelihem Ha 0BOj KOHdepeHLmju
nokasare Cy pasymeBar€e 3a MMnepujanHe nHTepece Tagawrwe EBpone (Kimmage,
2020: 50).

O Tome ga CA[] pasmuisbajy y OKBMpUMMa peannonuTike roBOPU 1 puBancTeo ca
LWnaHwjom kpajem 19. Beka. Ca pa3sojeM MoHpooBe OOKTPUHE W onagakemM mohu
LnaHwje cykob oBMX gpxxaBa MoCTao je y jedHOM TPeHyTKy HeusbexaH. MNobegom y
amepuyko-LunaHckom paty 1898. roguHe CjeanmeHe [Opxase ycnene cy fa ocTBape
npeenact Ha npoctopy Kapunckor Mopa u ga 3ay3my ydarbeHe Teputopuje, nonyTt
l'yama n dununuHa, Koje n AaHac nNpeacTaBrbajy BaxHe MOrMCTUYKe YBOPOBE Y ame-
puyKoj rnobanHoj ctpaternju npojekunje mohu (Chambers, 1999: 246-247).

Pobept KaraH (Robert Kagan) uctnde aa je naeja o CAl koje cy ce y nepuoay
HacTajata ofpuLane nonutuke Mohu, 3a3upane of pata ¥ CAUYHUX NOMUTUYKUX WUH-
CTpyMeHaTa, CYLUTUHCKM HeTa4yHa 1 npedcTaBiba poMaHTuamparse uctopuje. Ovesu
0CHMBa4M 61nm cy 4obpo ynosHaTy ca KOHLENTOM pPeannonuTHKe U heHOT 3Havaja 3a
NCMyHEHE CTPATELLKMX MHTEPECa, LITO Ce yocTanom nokasano kaga cy CA[ pato-
Bare ca Apyrum ApxaBama WU Hapoayma Ha CBOM KOHTUHEHTY. C apyre cTpaHe, 36or
penatuBHe cnabocT aMepuyko pyKOBOACTBO Mponaruparo je npuHuune cynpoTHe
peannonuTuum kaga bu ce xsatano y Kowral ca eBpornckim cunama. 3a KaraHa oso
je Buna nykaea cTpaTeruja npexuerbaBata, y3 nomoh koje cy CA[l ocurypane cBoje
mecTo y MefyHapoaHoj nonutuum (Kagan, 2003: 10).

MoueTkom 20. Beka agMuHUCTpaumja npeaceaHuka Byapoa BuncoHa Hactaeuna
je ca npumeHoM MOHpOOBE JOKTPUHE Y Lniby OCTBapera notnyHe gomuHauuje CAL
y 3anagHoj xemuceepu. Kako EHgpy bavesuy (Andrew Bacevich) yoyasa, ,y3BuLle-
HU NPWHUMNK™ gemokpaTuje Hucy cnpeunnu BuncoHa ga y nepwogy Npsor cBeTCcKor
para ocurypa nHtepec BalumHrroHa y 3anagHoj xemmcdepu npeo MHBa3WjoM Ha Xau-
™ 1915, a 3aTum okynaumjom JomuHukaHcke Penybnuke 1917. roguHe. Tokom nctor
nepuoga aMmepuyke opyxxaHe cHare uvane cy pefjloBHe ekcrieguumje y Mekcuky kako
Ou ce yHyTpallta NoNMnTMKa OBE ApKaBe KopuroBana y ckrnagy ca uHtepecuma CAL.
Ha kpajy, oBM nogyxsati BUNEHM CY Kao UCNPaBHU U HEOMXOLHM, a Y CKnagy ca npuwH-
umnuma MoHpooBe gokTpuHe (Bacevich, 2003: 16).

Ycnex Takse nonunTuke oxpabpumo je amepuyky agMUHUCTpaUuy Aa 3ay3Me akTu-
BaH CTaB Mo MHOrobpojHM MefyHapoaHuM nNuTakuma . Y pasroBopy ca Bontepom
INunmaxom (Walter Lipman) BUncoH je Ha cnmkoBUT Ha4uH objacHuo 36or yera je Heo-
nxogHo aa CA[ akTMBHO y4ecTByjy y peLuaBaky npobnema y mefyHapoaHoj nonuTu-
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umn. Kopuctehn metacbopy apxeher ctyba orpage kao ctyba mefyHapogHor nopetka,
BuncoH je objacHno: ,Ako xenuw Aa cadysall cTyb orpage, Mopall ra ctanHo dap-
6atn. He moxell ra odpapbati jeqHOM 1 04eKMBaTK Aa Tpaje 3ayBek — BpeMeHoM he
uctpynetn”. OBakaB norneg Ha cseT npuxeaheH je kog Beher gena nonynauuje, LWTo
je kacHwuje omoryhuno agMuHMUCTpaumju 4a nokpeHe naejy o Jiurv Hapogda 1 KoHUenTy
Koju ce 3anaxe 3a ,npaBegHujn” npuctyn mefyHapoaHoj nonuTtuum (Brands, 1998:
49). lTaBuwwe, 3a nojegnHe ayTtope, kao wro je KonuH HAyek (Colin Dueck), Jlura
HapoZa Huje npeAcTaBrbana UHCTUTYLM)Y ca3aaHy UCKIbYYMBO Ha TEMerbMMa AeMO-
kpatuje. Hamme, ctBaparem Jlure Hapogda BaluvHITOH je KopucTno HapaTus nubepa-
nn3ma y uniby HameTaka COMCTBEHE XereMoHuje apyrum gpxasama (Brands, 1998:
245). Yyewhe CA[l y llurn Hapopa Tpebano je aa npeacTaBiba rapaHumjy octanim
akTepuma Aa he npuHUMnK 3a Koje ce OHe 3anaxy 6wt ucnyrwenun y npakey (Dueck
2006: 47-48).

Wako cy BpegHOCTM AeMoKpaTyje joLL yBek NpeoBnagasarne y aMepuykoM AUCKYp-
Cy CMOSbHe NonMTUKe, HakoH [pyror cBeTckor pata BawuWHITOH je npuxeatio mefy-
HapOAHY pearnHoCT Koja je Taga nouvBana Ha u3geroeHum cgepama nHtepeca. To je
pasymeo u Llopy KeHaH, koju je yno3opaBao Ha 0nacHOCTY UHTEPBEHLMOHKU3MA U Me-
LWaka y NONUTUKY APYruX ApxKaea kafa je noctano ussecHo fa CAl mory aa npeysmy
ynory xeremoHa. AMepuyki gunnomara Koju je ocMucrnuo cTpaternjy obysgaBara
yno3opaeao je Ha y3apKaHoCT U BONCTBO Jobpum npumepoM. KeHaH je uctakao aga
jeomHo Tako CALl mory fa wupe nervtuMaH yTuuaj Kog ocTanux apxaea, kao v aa
Xerba fja ce ApyruMa nomMorHe no CBaky LieHy MOXe [a NpeacTaBrba Moy NonuTuKy
kKoja HMKoMe He uae y kopucT (Brands, 1998: 305).

CrpaTterunja obysgaBarba CosjeTckor CaBesa 3axteBana je og CAL ga cnoroHy
MOMNUTUKY Y BENWKOj Mepy KOPUryjy NpuHLMI1Ma peannonuTike, npe ceera uMnepa-
TVBOM Koju Hamehe CTpyKTypa GunonapHor cuctema. Y amepuykoj jaBHOCTU NpeoB-
nagaeano je muwrbewse aa CAL Tpeba na ce cynpotctase Pycuju n Kunun, ysehajy
BOjHM BYLIET 1 NPOM3BOAHY aTOMCKOr Haopyxaka, 06e3befe CHaXHO BOJHO MpuUCy-
cTBO y EBponu 1 Ha [lanekom UCTOKY. Y CyLITUHM MNaH Koju je NPEACTaBIbEH Y OKBU-
py fokymeHTa NSC-68 nobpvm oenom mocTao je Bu3vja YMTaBe amepudke Hauuje
(Levering 2016: 54). Peannonutika y amepuykoj CTpaTeLLKOj KynTypu noctana je Bu-
[rbMBa NPBEHCTBEHO KPO3 BENWKa MaTepujarnHa usaBsajama 3a opyxaHe cHare u npo-
MeHe Koje Cy ycnegwune y cnosbHoj nonutuun. Mako Ha npBu nornes, ysehaHu BojHM
Oyuet 3a CALl He 61 Tpebano Aa npeacTasrba n3HeHahewe, BalwmnHIToOH je ayro Ha-
CTOjao Aa rHaHCujcka naaBajarba 3a opyXKaHe cHare 0Py Ha HACKOM HUBOY. Kako
Camjyen XaHTtuHrToH (Samuel Huntington) HaBoan, fomuHaumja nubepanHe Mucim
Koja je Tpajana of kpaja pesonyuuje fo cpeauHe 20. Beka yunHWUna je fa opyxaHe
cHare vmajy penatmBHO HenoenalwheH nonoxaj y ApyLwTy. Pa3Boj BOjHUX UHCTUTY-
umja Takohe je 6o 3aHemapeH, WTO je Guna nocnegmua oacycTBa EKCTEPHE NpeTHE
(Huntington, 2000: 144).

Hajsehe npoMeHe y amepuyKoj CTpaTeLLKoj KyTypu MOFfe Cy Ce YOUUTMK y acnek-
TWMa CNorbHe MOMWUTMKE YNpaBO TOKOM Nepuoaa kaga je BawwHrtoH cteapao nap-
THEPCTBa M CaBE3HWLUTBA Ca ApKaBama uYuja MOeomnoLiKa OpUjeHTCAHOCT Huje oa-
paxasasa AeMOKpaTCKe NpuHUMNe amepudke nonntuke. Tako, Ha npumep, CA cy y
MCTOYHOj A3unjn nmane brnucke ogHoce ca JyxxHom Kopejom 1 TajsaHoM, ApxaBama ca
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CHaXXHWM ayTOpUTapHUM CUCTEMMMA, KOje Y TOM Nepuody HUCY nokasunBane HUKakee
Ha3Hake Ka TpaHcdopmauumjn y gemokpatuje. Obe apxaBe npeacTaBrbane Ccy 3Ha-
YajHa reocTpaTteLlka YBopuLTa y3 NoMoh Kojux je BaluMHITOH ofp)aBao NpUcycTeo
y oBoM Zeny ceeta. He Tpeba un3rybutu u3 Buga Hu napTtHepcTBa ca MpaHom, Typ-
ckom, Yuneom, Vipakom, capagry ca BOjHOM XyHTOM Yy [pukoj u capagmy ca KuHom.
KucuHiepoBa gunnomatyja, koja je noctaBuna TeMerbe 3a capagiy BalwuHrmoHa un
lNekunHra, BEpOBATHO NpeaCTaBiba BPXyHaL, amepuyke peannonmTnke TOKOM OBOT ne-
puoga (Levering, 2016: 139). YoarbaBarwem KnuHe og Cosjetckor CaBesa BawwmHrToH
je ycneo foaatHo Aa ocurypa ycnex cTpatervje oby3nasarba U3MeLLTakeM jeaHe of
HajBehnX KOMYHUCTUYKMX OpXKaBa 13 CoBjeTcke opbuTe.

HakoH XnagHor pata amepuyka Kyntypa gobuna je rmobanHe gumensuje. MHo-
robpojHn AmepukaHum Bugenu cy nponact Cosjetckor Caeesa kao Tpujymd Lemo-
kpaTuje n nubepanHux BpegHocTyn (Gray, 1994: 591). YuHu ce ga je y oBom nepuogy
MPUCYCTBO peannonuTuke y aMepuykoj CTpaTeLLKOj KyNTypu U3rybuno Ha 3Hauvajy,
nako je BawmHrroH nmao 6pojHe patHe nogyxsate Lmnpom ceeTa. C jegHe cTpaHe,
OBO Ce MOXe OKapakTepucaTh kao nocneauua ,nmbepanHe xeremonuje” kojy cy CALL
ycnocTtaBune kpajem 20. Beka. C gpyre, nojeanHn aytopu cmatpajy Aa je OBakBO
MoHallakwe cacTaBHW Je0 amepuuke cTpaTtellke KynTtype. Tako je, Ha npumep, Ko-
nvH Mayen (Colin Powell) noTBpano BUNCOHWjaHCKY naejy o rnobanHom oncery ame-
puyke gemokpatuje: ,CBeT mMapLumpa y putmy gemokpatuje v cnobogHor TpxuLTa.
Cnom koMyHM3Ma 1 rpaHuLa koje cy pa3fsajasne, Npoy3poKOBaHO je peBONyLMOHap-
HUM heHoMeHoM rnobanuaauuje. A y LeHTpy cBera Tora ctoje CjeantseHe Opxase”
(Bacevich, 2003: 223). C gpyre cTpaHe, KnajH uctnye ga je amepuyka ctpaTellka
KynTypa CyLUTMHCKM OpWjeHTMCaHa Ha npojekumjy Mohu. Kako objawraBa, oBakBa
KynTypa passuna ce 360r cneunduaHmx reorpaddCckmx, MHAYCTPUJCKUX U UCTOPU]CKUX
OKOJTHOCTM KOje cy omoryhune BalumHITOHY Aa CTBOPM OpyXaHe CHare U3y3eTHUX Tex-
Honowkux kanaumTteTa (Klein, 1988: 136—139). KnajH n3paxaa 1 Cymky y amepuyke
fedaH3nBHe HaMepe, koje ce YeCTo Hamehy Kpo3 MONUMTUYKM HapaTuB U BOjHY OOK-
TpuHy. Haume, Takea petopuka npedctaBiba ,napaBaH” 3a aMepUYKO BOjHO MO3WLK-
OHMpake, JOK Cy UCTUHCKE Hamepe YCMepeHe Ka O4yBatby XereMoHuje ynotpebom
opyxaHe cune (Toje, 2008: 17).

[a je peannonutuka HacTaBuna aa byae NpucyTHa y aMepUyKoj CTpaTeLLKoj Kyr-
TYPW U HaKOH 3aBplueTka XnagHor pata, MOXe Ce YOu4MTU Y OfHOCKMa ca Opyrim
BENMKMM cunama, npe ceera ca Pycujom n KuHom. Tako agmuHuctpaumja Llopya Bo-
kepa bylla Huje nsmeHuna nonuTUYKK Kypc npema KuHm ynpkoc macakpy Ha TjeHaH-
MEHY, OK je YKPajUHCKUM HauuoHanucTuma ynyheHa npetwa npekuaom buno kakee
nomohw ykonuko 6u npepysenu kopake ka ceuecuju og Cosjetckor CaBesa, nako cy
OHV MHCUCTUPAnu Ha uaejama HaumoHanHor ocnobohera v narpagHe 4eMoKpaTckor
nopetka. AoMuHucTpaumja buna KnuHtoHa Takohe je HacTojana aa o4vyBa cTabunHe
ogHoce ca KuHom, ngyhu yak gotne fa je Mefy npBuma nogpxana heHo YaHCTBO
y CBeTCKOj TProBUHCKO]j OpraHu3aumju ynpkoc YnkbeHnUM aa MekuHr y TOM TpeHyT-
Ky HUje y NOTMYHOCTW uUCMyhwaBao hopmanHe kputepujyme. Hajsaa, Tpeba uctahu
1 npoaybreuBatbe GunatepanHux ogHoca uamefy Mockse v BalumHrToHa HakoH Te-
popucTuiknx Hanaga 11. centem6pa 2001. roguHe, Kada je aMepUYKUM OpyXaHWUM
cHarama 610 HeonxoAaH NPUCTYN LeHTpanHoj Aauju, OQHOCHO ABraHWUCTaHYy.
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MpuBnA ogcycTBa peannonuTuKe y aMepuyKoj CTPaTELLKOj KyNTypu HaKoH Xnag-
HOT paTa MOXe npefcTaBrbaTv U nocneaumLy oacycTea npethe. Y NPeTXoqHUM peno-
BYMa BMOMMO [a amepuyKa CTpaTeLlka KynTypa npuxsata noctynare peannonunTtmke
HajBuMLLE OHAa KaJa ce Cyo4aBa ca puBanumMa Koju Mory Aa yrpose keH MeflyHapoaHu
nonoxaj, WTo je 6uno oumrnegHo Tokom XnagHor pata. Nako ce BalvHITOH Huje
O[ipeKao opyxaHe curne y CrorbHOj MONMTULM HaKOH OBOr nepuoga, Npuctyn Meny-
HapoZHUM npoGnemuma Cneavo je BULLE maeanucTuike npuHuune. BojHe uHTep-
BeHUuje Ha npocTopy GuBle Jyrocnaswje, bninckor uctoka, cesepHe Adppuke, kao
 NOMUTWYKE MHTEPBeHUMje Y YkpajuHu, bune cy yTemerbeHe Ha HapaTuBy 3alliTuTe
FbYACKMX MpaBa v Wnpeka geMmokpatuje. ako nojeguHm nucum ynosopasajy a nae-
OMOLLKM HapaTWBK CyXe Kao napaBaH 3a CTpaTeLlke uHTepece, nonyt CebactujaHa
Poszara (Rosato, 2011), KOHa4HK pe3yntaTi OBMX aMEPUYKMX ModyxBaTa U HUXOBE
nocrneauue fosofe y nutamwe aa nu cy CA[l 3aucta umane reononuTuyke nHTepece
koje 61 ucnyHune oBMM MHTEPBEHLMjama.

Ca pa3Bojem KMHECKE NPETHE M AonackoM Tpamnose agMUMHUCTPpaLMje YMHKU ce
[a je peannonuTika nocrana LeHTparHu acnekT aMepuyke CrnorbHe nonutuke. Pact
KMHECKe eKOHOMCKe U BojHe MOhu nocneamux ABafeceTak roamHa yTuuao je Ha ame-
PUYKO PYKOBOACTBO [a Npeucnuta T3B. NONWUTMKY rmobarnHor aHraxmaHa v nocesetu
BULLE Naxhe pervoHy MHoo-Maunduka. YecmepaBakwe MatepujanHux un guniomar-
CKMX pecypca ka OBOM pernoHy otroveno je tokom ObamuHor gpyror MaHgarta, 4OK
Cy Yy HapegHOM nepuogy ocTane amepuyke agMUHKUCTPaLMje HacTaBuile ca UCTOM
ctpaternjom (Mejuh, 2024: 122-145). OBaj acnekT peannonmMTuke MOXe Ce Y4UTu npe
cBera y NnocTeneHoM MNoBnavetby amepuyKor BOjHOT aHraxmaHa 13 Apyrvx genosa
CBeTa, Kao LTO je, Ha NpuMep, Noenavere M3 ABraHucTaHa U cCMamuBame Tpyna y
Wpaky, ApxaBaMa Koje cy paHuje BufjeHe Kao npyMapHu LUrbeBM aMepuyke cTpare-
ruje rmobanHor aHraxmana. C gpyre ctpaHe, CA[] nokyLiasajy Aa Boge nparMaTuyHy
nonuTuky y perroHy MHago-rauunduka y unrby npowmprearba perMoHanHux naptHep-
cTaBa, npu 4yemy jayare BunarepanHux ogHoca ca BujetTHamoMm npefcTaerba yne-
yatrbme npumep (Mejuh, 2024: 145-155).

AoMuHuCTpaumja npeacenHuka Tpamna, koja je novena mangat 2025. roguHe,
HEABOCMUCIIEHO YKa3yje Aa he cnorbHa n 6e3begHocHa nonuTtuka CALl y HapegHoM
nepvogy GMTK 3acHOBaHa Ha NpUHLMNMMA peanmnonuTike, Yak U yKonuko To Byae
nogpasymeBarno ogpefjeHe HeraTvBHe nocrneaule no amepuyke nHtepece. MNpences-
HUK je BULLIE NyTa UCTULLA0 Aa TpaauLMoHanHe BpegHOCTU aMepuyKe NonuTuke He Ao-
npuHoce yHanpehewy nonoxaja ,00uM4Hnx” rpahaxa, Beh, HaNpOTUB, HAHOCE LUTETY U
orpaHuyaBajy MoryhHocTu 3a garbu passoj CAL. Ykuoawe nporpama amepuyke no-
mohu (USAID), kao u rawwewe meaujckux kyha nonyt MMaca Amepuke v paguja Cno-
6one (CnobogHa EBpona) moxe ce hopManHo TymMaunTy Kao HacTojake da ce u-
HaHcujcka cpeacTBa npeycMepe Y NpakTUYHWje CBPXe, anu CyLTUHCKW NpeacTaBiba
MOKYLLAj aKTyernHe agMUHUCTpaLmje Aa NpekuHe KOHTUHYMTET noctojehe nonmuTuyke
KynType. EkoHOMCKa cTpaTeruja, NnpeacTaBrbeHa Kao MHULMjaTBa peuHaycTpujani-
3aumje, y 3HavajHoj Mepu noaceha Ha 06HOBY MEPKaHTUIUCTUYKMX NOMUTMKA, Koje 3a
capa 6enexe orpaHuyeH ycnex. Ha kpajy, uHcTpykuumje Koje je CtejT agenapTMeHT yny-
TWO aMepPUYKUM AMUNNOMAaTCKUM MUCHjaMa LIMPOM CBeTa — [a Ce Y3ApXe Of KpUTHka
13GOPHMX NpoLeca U CTakba AeMoKpaTuje y NojeanHUM ApKaBama, Te a Ce OrpaHnye
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NCKIbYYMBO Ha YecTuTamy nobegHuuuma Ha n3bopmma — jacHO ykasyjy 3a0KpeT Ka
peanucTMykoM mogeny y cnorbHononuTtuukom aenosawy CA[l (Cowley and Barnes,
2025).

Hajsnarbueuju acnekt TpamnoBe peannonuTiKe CBaKako Ce MOXe YOuUTW y of-
Hocy BalumHrToHa npema TpaguumoHanHum caeesduumma CAJl, wTo yjenHo npega-
CTaB/ba M M3BECHW Napagokc byayhu aa je gocagallkm rnobanHu yecnoH u mefhyHa-
poaHu kpeanbunutet CALl y BeNUKoj Mepn novMBao Ha YBpCTMM GunatepanHum u
MynTunaTepanHuM Besama. KoHuenT nonyT oHor 0 KynoBuHW [peHnanga, nputmucum
Ha eBpOMcKe NapTHepe Kpo3 3axTeBe 3a noeehare BOjHWX u3aaTtaka v yBohewe La-
PUHCKMX Mepa, Kao U CTaBOBW Mpema YKpajuHu Koju Cy UMNAULMpany XpTBOBaHE
HEHUX MHTEpeca pajun OKOHYawa paTa y EBponu, Mory ce TymauuTty Kao rojasa pe-
annonutuke. MefyTm, OHM UCTOBPEMEHO OTBapajy 036urbHa nuTaka 0 AyropoyHUM
nocreguuama no amepuyke rnobanHe UHTEpPeCce U KpeambunuTeT Koju je naxrbuMBo
rpafeH og kpaja Opyror cBetckor pata. Krby4yHO nuTamwe y TOM KOHTEKCTY jecTe Aa
N je NpUCYCTBO peanmnonuTuKe y CTpaTeLLKoj KynTypu BalumHrroHa nponasHa noja-
Ba, YCMNOBIbEHA [ENOBakeM akTyerHe aAMWHUCTpaumje, UNu npeacTaerba ogpas
[yBrenx CTpYKTypanHux npomeHa y mehyHapoaHuM ofHOCMMa, Kao vy rnobanHom
nonoxajy CALl y ogHocy Ha HeHe pusarne.

3aKrbyyak

AMepuyKa cTpaTeLlka KynTypa y 3Ha4ajHoj Mepu noyMBa Ha BpegHocTUMa nube-
panu3Ma 1 Aemokpatuje, WTOo NpeacTaBrba Nocneauly cneuuduaHUX UCTOPKjCKUX
OKOMHOCTW Y KojuMa ce ApyLuTBO dhopmupano. 3a pa3nuky of BehnHe apyrux apxasa,
npe csera esponckux, CALl HUCY uckycune apyrauuje obnuke apxaBHOr ypehema.
Kao mnaga Hauwja koja je of moveTka 3acHMBana CBOj MOMUTUYKA U APYLUTBEHN pas-
BOj Ha AeMoKpaTCkuM npuHuunmuma, nonutdka enuta CAJl y CBOjoj MCTOPMjCKOj Mpak-
CY HWje MMana HenocpeaHoO UCKYCTBO Ca anTepHaTMBHUM MOAENMMA NOUTHAYKE Op-
raHusaumje.

OBakBe MCTOpMjCKE OKOMHOCTW MpYyXajy NOrpeLuHy Cnuky o ToMe Aa peannonu-
TVKa HWje cBojcTBeHa AMepukaHuMMa. HanpoTue, Kao LUTO CMO UCTaKM y NpeTxoa-
HoOj aHanman, nako CA[ 3a3mpy og npuHUMna peannonmTuke, CyLUTUHCKW He MOry Aa
ux ce ocnoboge y npouecy KOHUMNMpawa crorbHe nonuTuke. YuHu ce, Takofe, ga
MPUHUMNM peannonutuke nocebHo aobujajy Ha TexuHu kaga ce CALL cyoyaBajy ca
pvBanuMMa Koju Mory fa npefcrasrbajy 030MrbHy NpeTy 3a aMepuydky Busujy mefy-
HapoZHor nopeTka.

Peannonutuka y oKBMpY amepuyke CTpaTeLlke KynType Huje UCKIbYYMBO MNoBe-
3aHa ca WAEONOLWKMM ONpeaerbeleM agMUMHUCTpaUMje Koja je y MaHaaty. TOKoM
XnagHor pata, Ha npumMep, XeHpu KncuHuep n 36urkseB BXEXMHCKM, npunagHuLm
Pa3NMUYUTUX NOMUTUYKMX OMumja — penybnuKaHcke M OEeMOKpaTcke — apTUKynuca-
nu cy cnoreHy nonutuky CAL Ha pasnuuuTe HauvHe, anu ca UCTOBETHUM LMIbEM:
oby3naBarem coBjeTcke Mohu. OBaj npumep noTephyje cymmwe 0 Kojuma je Posato
[MCKYTOBAO, a TO je ia Ce UCTUHCKW reononMTUYKN MHTEPECH ApXaBa He MOory 3aHe-
MapuTK, JOK uaeonoruja yHKLMOHULLE Kao UHCTPYMEHT 3a HUXOBO OCTBapuBak-E.
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AHapxuyHa npupoga MehyHapoAHOr cucTeMa yCroBibaBa NoHallake CBUX aKTepa,
a Hapo4MTO BEMWKMX CMIa Koje npeactaBrbajy Hocehe cTyboBe HeroBe CTPyKType.
Crora, nako ce ytuuaj nubepanuaMa n LEMOKpATWjEe Ha aMepuyKy CTpaTeLLKy Kys-
TYpY He MOXe OCNOPUTH, jeAHAKO je MOrpeLLHO NPETNOCTaBNUTM Ja ApxaBa ca TakBUM
KanauuTeTMMa MOXe 3aHeMapuTy MpUHUMMe peannonuTuke y obnuKoBawy Benvke
cTpateruje. Y ToM CMUCAY ,jeAMHCTBEHOCT” amepuyKke CTpaTeLLKe KynType He noyvea
NCKIbY4MBO Ha NmbepanHo-AemMoKpaTckuM BpegHocTMMa Beh mpe Ha cnocobHOCTK
amepuyKuX nuaepa fa Te UAEONOLLKe NPUHLMNE PeNaTUBHO YCMELLHO UHTErpuULLy Y
MpoLec OCTBapyBakba LUMPUX CTPATELLKUX MHTEpeca.
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Pe3sume

Pa,q ce 6aBM aHanM30M pa3Boja 1 CneLmMdUYHOCT aMepUYKe CTpaTeLLKe KynTy-
pe y LMPEM TEOPUjCKOM OKBUPY peanu3mMa. [onasHa npeTnocTaBka 3acHMBa
Ce Ha uaeju oa apxaee, Uako Aenyjy y UCToM MeflyHapoaHOM OKpYXekbY, HE PE3OHYjY
1 He JOHOCE OAJyKe Ha MOEHTMYaH HauuH, Beh y cknagy ca UCTOPUjCKMM UCKYCTBUMMA,
KYNTYPOIOLLKM OCODEHOCTUMA U MHCTUTYLIMOHANHUM Hacnehem. CTpaTeLuka KynTy-
pa ce, cTora, nocmatpa kao MHCTPYMEHT Koju oMoryhaea pasymeBae jeaMHCTBEHUX
obpa3saua noHallaka BEMMKUX CUMna, anu 1 Kao nokasaTerb orpaHuyetba OacTynama
of peannonutike. AyTop Hajnpe npeacTaBrba TPU reHepauuje UCTpaxuBama CTpa-
TelKe KynType, 04 HEHUX MaeaunoHux aeduHuLmja, NPEeKO KOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKUX
npucTyna Koju Harnawasajy uaeHTuTeT n cumbone, 4O KOMNapaTUBHUX aHanu3a Koje
Ce YCMepaBajy Ha OpraHu3auuoHy Kyntypy. Y farboj aHanuau akueHar je Ha aMmepuy-
KoM cniyyajy, rae ce npennuhy nubepanHo-4eMOKpPaTCKM AUCKYPC W peannonuTny-
ka npakca. /ctopmjcku nperneq og ocHuBawa CA[l, npeko ekcnaHsumje y 19. Beky,
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[0 XeremMoHwujanHe nosuumnje HakoH [pyror CBETCKOr pata U XnagHor parta, nokasyje
[a amepuyka nonuTuka KopucTy nubepanHu HapaTvB Kao nerutuMusauyjy, anv aa
Y CYLUTUHM Criean 3aKoOHOMepHOCTW Mohu. Y 3akrbyyky pafa UCTVYe [a amepuyka
cTparTeLUKa KynTypa, ynpkoc HarnalleHoj ,M3y3eTHOCTW” 1 naeanucTUYKoM OKBUPY, OC-
Taje AyOOKO yCnoBIrbeHa PeanuCTUYKOM NOTMKOM W CTPYKTYpariHAM orpaHuyersmma
mefyHapoaHor cuctema.

KrbyuHe peun: mefyHapodHu odHocu, CjedurweHe Amepuyke [pxase, cmpame-
auja, cmpameuwka Kynmypa
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